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1.0  BACKGROUND 


PI  .: 


Since  1976,  the  71-acre  Executive  Park  Subarea  Plan  Area  has  been  the  subject  of  numerous  development 
plans,  environmental  analyses,  and  City  actions.  In  addition  to  plans,  environmental  analvsis,  and 
approvals  in  2011,  discussed  below,  development  plans  for  the  area  were  prepared  or  amended  in  1978, 
1980,  1981,  1984,  1992,  2000,  2005,  and  2007.  Environmental  analyses  of  Executive  Park  development 
included  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  in  1976,  a Subsequent  EIR  in  1985,  Supplemental  EIR  in 
1999  and  EIR  Addenda  in  1992,  2005,  and  2007.'  During  these  years.  City  actions  included  the  approval  of 
the  development  plans  and  issuance  of  permits  for  the  construction  of  the  three  existing  office  buildings 
and  the  residential  developments  of  Signature  Properties  and  Top  Vision  (see  Exhibit  A for  the  overall 
layout  of  Executive  Park  Subarea  Plan  Area.) 


In  2011,  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  certified  the  Executive  Park  Amended  Subarea  Plan  and 
the  Yerby  Company  and  Universal  Paragon  Corporation  Development  Projects  ("the  2011  Executive  Park 
Plan")  Final  Subsequent  Environmental  Impact  Report  ("2011  SEIR"  or  "the  EIR").-  The  project  analyzed 
in  the  EIR  was  the  71-acre  Executive  Park  Subarea  Plan  Area  located  in  the  southeastern  part  of  San 
Francisco,  just  east  of  U.S.  Highway  101  and  along  the  San  Francisco/San  Mateo  County  boundar\-.  The 
approval  actions  taken  in  2011  consisted  of  amendments  to  the  General  Plan,  the  Executive  Park  Subarea 
Plan  of  the  Bayview  Hunters  Point  Area  Plan,  the  Planning  Code,  and  the  Zoning  Map  to  provide  for  the 
transition  of  the  existing  office  park  development  within  a 14.5-acre  southern  portion  of  the  Subarea  Plan 
Area  (the  Yerby  and  UPC  development  sites)  to  a new,  primarily  residential  area  with  1,600  residential 
units  and  about  73,200  gross  square  feet  (gsf)  of  retail.  The  amended  Subarea  Plan  established  the 


' San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Case  No.  2006.422E:  Subsequent  Environmental  Impact  Report,  ExccutiiY  Park 
Amended  Subarea  Plan  and  the  Yerby  Company  and  Universal  Paragon  Corporation  Development  Projects,  certified  May 
5,  2011.  This  document  (and  all  other  documents  cited  in  this  report,  unless  othenvise  noted),  is  on  file  with  the 
Planning  Department,  1650  Mission  Street,  Suite  400,  San  Francisco,  and  is  available  for  public  review  as  part  of 
Case  File  No.  2015-009690E. 

2 Ibid. 
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l \t\iiti\o  Park  Ke>idential  Spivial  LNo  l)istriii,  elianged  the  zoning  within  this  area  from  a C-2 
(e\>miminttv  HUMIUV.S)  Oistrut  to  an  (Kesidenlial-t'ommercial  C'omhined,  Medium  Density) 

Distrut  and  raiM^l  the  ma\imum  allowable  heights  throughout  the  area  to  heights  ranging  from  65  to  240 
iivt  With  existing  and  previously  approved  developments,  the  lAecutive  Park  Subarea  Plan  area  would 
(Hitentiallx  .ueomnuKlate  2, SIX)  residential  units.  The  amended  Subarea  Plan  also  addressed  land  use, 
stnvts  and  transjxirtation,  urban  design,  eommunity  facilities  and  services,  and  recreation  and  open 
sp.ue  bv  implementing  objivtives  and  policies  and  providing  design  guidance  for  buildings,  streets, 
pathwavs.  and  parking,  as  well  as  green  building  approaches. 

Hu*  pro|i\t  analv/ed  in  the  2011  SPIR  also  included  two  specific  development  projects  that  would 
implement  and  complete  the  buildout  of  the  proposed  amended  Subarea  Plan:  The  Yerby  Company 
t^erbv)  development  project  and  the  Universal  Paragon  Corporation  (UPC)  development  project.  No 
approvals  relatixl  to  these  two  developments  have  occurred.  The  Yerby  Project  proposed  the  demolition 
ot  an  existing  office  building  and  removal  of  an  existing  surface  parking  lot,  and  construction  of  five 
ri*sidential-commercial  mixed-use  buildings,  ranging  in  height  from  68-170  feet  (6-16  stories)  containing 
approximately  500  residential  units  and  up  to  750  below-grade  parking  spaces.  The  UPC  Project 
pro^xisixl  to  demolish  the  two  existing  office  buildings  and  surface  parking,  and  redevelop  the  site  with  8 
residential  and  commercial  mixed-use  buildings,  ranging  from  65-240  feet  (6  to  24  stories)  containing 
approximately  1,100  residential  units.  The  Yerby  and  UPC  development  projects  would  also  include 
residential  private  and  common  open  space,  several  areas  of  publicly  accessible  open  space,  new  streets, 
alleyways,  and  pedestrian  walkways.  The  layout  of  the  Yerby  and  UPC  developments  (Executive  Park 
Residential  Special  Use  District)  is  shown  on  Exhibit  B. 

,'\n  addendum  to  the  2011  SEIR  was  issued  on  June  13,  2011  to  address  minor  project  revisions.^  Ihe 
revised  project  traded  the  respective  building  heights  and  volumes  between  Block  A and  Block  B within 
the  Yerby  site.  As  originally  proposed  in  the  EIR,  Block  A contained  a 16-story  tower;  the  2011 
Addendum  relocated  the  16-story  tower  from  Block  A to  Block  B.  The  amount  and  types  of  uses,  the 
proposed  street  grid,  and  site  access  were  unchanged  from  the  project  analyzed  in  the  EIR. 

On  September  14,  2016,  the  Planning  Department  issued  Addendum  #2  to  the  SEIR  for  an  earlier  version 
of  this  project.  Due  to  subsequent  project  changes,  this  document  supercedes  and  replaces  the  previous 
Addendum  -2. 


2.0  PROPOSED  MODiFICATIONS  TO  THE  PROJECT 


The  Yerby  Company  has  transferred  its  site  to  Ocean  Landing,  which  is  now  proposing  to  construct  the 
Thomas  Mellon  Waterfront  Residences  (TMWR)  on  the  former  Yerby  site.  Ocean  Landing  proposes  to 
increase  the  number  of  residential  units  from  500  units  to  585  dwelling  units.  The  building  locations  and 
site  layout  are  largely  the  same  as  the  original  project.  Table  1 summarizes  the  proposed  changes 
behveen  the  Yerby  Project  and  the  proposed  TMWR  project.  A revised  site  layout  is  attached  as  Exhibit 
C. 


’ Sein  Frandsco  Planning  Department,  Case  No.  2006.0422E:  Addendum  to  Environmental  Impact  Report,  Executive  Park 
Amended  Subarea  Plan  and  the  Yerby  Company  and  Universal  Paragon  Corporation  Development  Projects,  June  13,  2011. 
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As  shown  in  Table  1,  the  TMWR  Project  would  increase  the  number  of  dwelling  units  from  the  original 
Yerby  project  by  85,  primarily  in  Buildings  A and  B;  however,  the  total  amount  of  residential  square 
footage  would  decrease  by  approximately  10  percent  and  the  overall  TMWR  project's  gross  square  feel 
would  decline  by  4.6  percent.  Neighborhood  commercial  use  would  increase  by  239  percent  to  9,845  sf 
with  the  establishment  of  shops  and  restaurants  near  the  corner  of  Thomas  Mellon  Drive,  Alana  Way  and 
Harney  Way.  The  underground  parking  and  building  services  area  would  increase  by  1 percent  with  the 
addition  of  6 vehicle  parking  spaces,  although  the  parking  ratio  would  decrease  from  1.5  spaces  per  unit 
to  1.3  spaces  per  unit.  The  number  of  bicycle  parking  spaces  would  more  than  double,  resulting  in  252 
bicycle  spaces.  Open  space  would  increase  slightly,  with  a shift  from  private  open  space  to  public  open 
space. 


Table  1.  Comparison  of  Yerby  Project  Proposed  in  2011  SEIR  with  the  TMWR  Project 


Project  Element 

Yerby  Project 

TMWR  Project 

Change 

Number  of  buildings 

5 

5 

None 

Total  Number  of  Residential 

Units 

Units  per  Building 

500 

A=69 

B=102 

C = 82 

D = 117 

E = 130 

585 

A = 90 

B=  174 

C=  76 

D = 113 

E = 133 

+85  units 

Height  (feet).  Stories  of 
Buildings  A - E 

A = 85',  8 

B = 65'/170',  6/16 

C = 68',  6 

D = 68',  6 

E = 68',  6 

A=  85'-0",  8 

B=  65'/170'-0",  17 

C=  68'-0",  6 

D=  68'-0",  6 

E=  66'-8",  6 

None:  all  heights 
within  maximum 
limits  analyzed  in 
EIR 

Residential  gsf 

596,200 

535,802 

-60,398  sf 

Neighborhood  commercial 
gsf 

2,900 

9,845 

+6,945  sf 

Amenities  gsf 

17,100 

16,114 

-986  sf 

Underground  parking  + 
above  grade  bldg,  services  & 
circulation  gsf 

300,500  + 125,400 

= 425,900 

292,711  + 139,730 

= 432,441 

+ 6,541  sf 

Total  Project  gsf 

1,042,100 

994,202 

- 47,898  sf 

Common  Open  Space  P)  gsf 

24,440 

27,022 

+2,582 

Private  Open  Space 

21,600 

15,343 

-6,237 

Publicly  Accessible  Open 
Space  (Northwest  & 
Southeast  Comers) 

5,470 

10,974 

+5,504 

Vehicle  parking  spaces 

750 

756 

+6 

Bicycle  spaces 

123 

252 

+129 

Off-Street  Loading  Spaces*^) 

4 

0 

-4 
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. ‘ ■ Mjuarv  tix*« 

llu-  ^ ...vi  Muliuli-.  tlu*  minor  pro|fCt  revisions  analyzed  in  the  201 1 Addendum. 

(I)  Pto/sI  amenitK*s  in  the  2011  SI  IK  di.'scnlxxl  as  "common  activity  space"  per  building:  4,600  (A); 

(O'  .VStX)  : 6.1XX)  (1).  .'\menitiis  in  TMWR  Project:  fitness  centers,  co-working  business  centers, 
««-mmunity  roi»m,  ix'sidenlial  lounge's,  child  play  & music  nxims,  bike  storage,  personal  storage,  pet  care. 

t2»  I xcliuh-  iSMumon  and  private  o^X'n  spaix*s,  and  publicly  accessible  open  spaces  (northwest  and  southeast 
i-.-nuTs) 

^erb\  Pixuecl  eximmon  ofX'n  spaex*  described  as  landscaped  courtyards  at  each  building  and  pedestrian 
auridor  Ix'twex'n  Buildings  P)  and  E.  In  addition,  the  Yerby  project  would  provide  5,470  sf  of  a 18,200  sf 
publicly  acvx'ssible  park  at  the  southeastern  corner  of  Building  C.  Ctimmon  open  space  in  the  TMWR  Project 
would  include  a landscapet.1  pedestrian  way  and  park  at  northwest  side  of  Building  A;  mid-block  open 
landrxajx*  anirtvard  Ix'twtvn  Buildings  D & E;  a ground-level  deck  south  of  Building  C and  open  space  at 
ITiomas  Mellon/Harney  Way. 

t4)  Per  Planning  Oxle  Section  249.54(c)(12),  off-street  loading  pursuant  to  Section  152  through  152.2  is  not 
rixpiirevl  within  the  Executive  Park  Special  Use  District. 

As  discussed  above,  the  2011  Executive  Park  Plan  includes  both  the  Yerby  and  the  UPC  development 
projects.  The  ^erbv  and  UPC  projects  together  would  total  approximately  3.4  million  square  feet  of 
building  space  with  approximately  1,600  residential  units  and  about  73,000  gsf  of  neighborhood-serving 
retail  space.  With  the  proposed  changes  to  the  TMWR,  the  modified  Executive  Park  Amended  Subarea 
Plan  (Modified  Project)  would  be  altered  correspondingly.  Table  2 summarizes  the  Modified  Project's 
key  overall  changes  from  the  2011  Executive  Park  Plan  based  on  the  TMWR  proposed  changes. 

Table  2.  Comparison  of  2011  Executive  Park  Plan  and  the  Modified  Project 


Project  Element 

2011  Executive  Park  Plan 

(Yerby  & UPC) 

Modified  Project 

(TMWR  & UPC) 

Change 

Number  of  buildings 

13 

13 

None 

Total  Number  of  Residential 

Units 

1,600 

1,685 

-1-85  units 

Residential  gsf 

1,946,200 

1,885,802 

-60,398  sf 

Retail  gsf 

73,200 

80,145 

+6,945  sf 

Total  Number  of  Vehicle 
Parking  Spaces 

2,427 

2,433 

+ 6 

Parking  gsf 

916,300 

902,696 

-13,604  sf 

Total  Project  gsf 

3,352,800 

3,304,902 

-47,898  sf 
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3.0  PURPOSE  OF  THE  ADDENDUM 

Section  31.19(c)(1)  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  states  that  a modified  project  must  be 
reevaluated  and  that,  "If,  on  the  basis  of  such  reevaluation,  the  Environmental  Review  Officer  determines, 
based  on  the  requirements  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA),  that  no  additional 
environmental  review  is  necessary,  this  determination  and  the  reasons  therefore  shall  be  noted  in  writing 
in  the  case  record,  and  no  further  evaluation  shall  be  required  by  this  Chapter."  In  addition,  CEQA 
Section  21166  and  CEQA  Guidelines  Sections  15162-15164  provide  that  when  an  EIR  has  been  prepared 
for  a project,  no  subsequent  or  supplemental  EIR  shall  be  required  unless  one  or  more  of  the  following 
events  occurs:  (1)  Substantial  changes  are  proposed  in  the  project  which  will  require  major  revisions  of 
the  EIR;  (2)  Substantial  changes  occur  with  respect  to  the  circumstances  under  which  the  project  is  being 
undertaken  will  require  major  revisions  in  the  EIR;  or  (3)  New  information,  which  was  not  known  and 
could  not  have  been  known  at  the  time  the  EIR  was  certified  as  complete,  becomes  available.  The  lead 
agency  shall  prepare  an  addendum  to  a previously  certified  EIR  if  some  changes  or  additions  are 
necessary,  but  none  of  these  conditions  has  occurred. 

This  addendum  evaluates  the  potential  environmental  effects  of  the  proposed  project  changes  of  the 
Modified  Project  described  above. 

Since  certification  of  the  EIR,  no  changes  have  occurred  in  the  circumstances  under  which  the  Modified 
Project  as  currently  proposed  would  be  implemented.  No  new  information  has  emerged  that  would 
materially  change  the  analyses  or  conclusions  set  forth  in  the  EIR.  Therefore,  these  issues  are  not 
discussed  further  in  the  addendum. 

This  addendum  also  analyzes  three  mitigation  measures  that  were  imposed  at  the  time  of  project 
approval  for  which  the  City  has  either  adopted  comprehensive  regulations  that  address  the  same  impacts 
or  the  City  has  developed  additional  guidance  to  facilitate  mitigation  measure  implementation.  The 
analysis  evaluates  whether  the  regulations,  which  will  apply  to  the  project  would  provide  the  same  or 
more  effective  mitigation  than  that  provided  by  the  two  adopted  mitigation  measures.  These  regulations 
are  discussed  below  in  Section  4 and  the  relevant  impact  analyses  in  Section  5.2.  The  revision  to  the  201 1 
SEIR  construction  air  quality  mitigation  measure  is  proposed  to  clarify  the  requirements  needed  to  meet 
the  performance  standard  established  by  the  measure.  The  proposed  revised  Mitigation  and  Monitoring 
Program  is  presented  in  Exhibit  D,  and  this  topic  is  discussed  further  in  Section  5.3. 

This  Addendum  will  be  used  to  support  the  following  project  approvals  by  City  agencies  needed  for 
implementation  of  the  TMWR  Project: 

• Conditional  Use  Authorization  and  Planned  Unit  Development  pursuant  to  Planning  Code 
Sections  303  and  304  (Planning  Commission); 

• Permit  Review  in  the  Executive  Park  Special  Use  District  pursuant  to  Planning  Code  Section  309.2 
(Planning  Department); 

• Approval  of  street  improvements  and  other  public  infrastructure  improvements  (Public  Works); 

• Approval  of  traffic  control  and  striping  changes,  changes  to  MUNI  routes  and  stops;  and 
improvements  in  the  public  right-of-way  related  to  MUNI  (Municipal  Transportation  Agenc\’); 
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K '.tdvs  av  chan);e>  and  nvonti^uratiim,  includinf*  land  exchange  and  street  vacation  within  the 
nti\e  Park  SuKirea  (Ik'ard  ot  Supervisi>rs); 

Xppnnal  ot  tentative  and  l inal  Suhdivisii>n  Maps  li>r  the  I MWR  and  UPC  development  projects 
(Publu  Wofkst;  and. 

IVmolition.  >ite.  and  building  permits  for  the  IMWR  and  UPC  development  projects 
d Vpartment  o\  building  Inspivtion). 


4.0  CHANGES  TO  APPROACH  TO  ANALYSIS 

Ilus  addendum  uses  an  updated  approach  to  analysis  from  the  2011  SEIR  for  impacts  related  to  the 
exjH^sure  ot  sensitixe  reveptors  to  toxic  air  contaminants  and  noise  resulting  from  the  project's  location 
near  U.S.  101  based  on  local  regulations  enacted  since  the  2011  SEIR  was  adopted.  In  addition,  this 
addendum  provides  an  analysis  of  transportation  impacts  in  accordance  with  new  guidance  from  the 
State  Office  of  Planning  and  Research  (OPR)  adopted  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  in 
March  2016.  lliese  regulatory  and  statutory  changes  are  discussed  below. 

4.1  .Article  .Amendments 

Hie  San  Francisco  I lealth  Code  Article  38  was  adopted  in  2008  to  require  new  residential  construction 
projects  located  in  areas  where  models  show  poor  air  quality  and  pollution  from  roadways  to  install 
enhanced  ventilation  systems  to  protect  residents  from  the  adverse  health  effects  of  living  in  a poor  air 
qualitv  area.  Subsequent  to  certification  of  the  2011  SEIR,  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors 
amended  Health  Code,  Article  38  (Ordinance  224-14,  effective  December  8,  2014).  The  2014  amendments 
included  revisions  to  the  underlying  map  and  establishment  of  an  Air  Pollution  Exposure  Zone  (APEZ). 
Projects  proposing  sensitive  land  uses  (residences,  day  care  facilities,  senior  care  facilities,  etc.)  within  the 
APEZ  are  required  to  install  an  enhanced  ventilation  system  with  a Minimum  Efficiency  Reporting  Value 
(MERV)  13  rating.  Under  the  amended  Article  38,  the  southern  portion  of  the  Executive  Park  Subarea 
Plan  area  that  was  the  subject  of  the  2011  SEIR  (the  Executive  Park  Special  Use  District,  including  the 
TMWR  and  UPC  development  sites)  is  included  within  the  APEZ  and  subject  to  Article  38  ventilation 
requirements. 

For  all  proposed  sensitive  uses  within  the  APEZ  as  defined  by  Article  38,  such  as  residential  uses 
proposed  by  the  Modified  Project,  the  Ordinance  requires  that  the  project  sponsor  submit  an  Enhanced 
Ventilation  Proposal  for  approval  by  the  Department  of  Public  Health  (DPH)  that  achieves  protection 
from  PMi?  (fine  particulate  matter)  equivalent  to  that  associated  with  a MERV  13  filtration.  The 
Department  of  Building  Inspection  (DBI)  will  not  issue  a building  permit  without  written  notification 
from  the  Director  of  Public  Health  that  the  applicant  has  an  approved  Enhanced  Ventilation  Proposal. 
The  regulations  and  procedures  set  forth  by  Article  38  include  the  requirements  of  the  2011  SEIR 
Mitigation  Measure  M-AQ-2  (Air  Pollution  from  U.S.  101  Traffic).  Therefore,  this  EIR  mitigation  measure 
that  required  MERV  13  filtration  for  properties  within  800  feet  from  U.S.  101  is  no  longer  necessary  to 
protect  sensitive  receptors.  Air  quality  impacts  of  the  Modified  Project  related  to  siting  new  sensitive  land 
uses  in  an  APEZ  would  be  less  than  significant  through  compliance  with  San  Francisco  Health  Code 
Article  38  regulations. 
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4.2  BAAQMD  CEQA  Guidelines 

At  the  time  of  2011  SEIR  preparation,  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD)  had 
recently  adopted  new  CEQA  guidelines,  the  BAAQMD  CEQA  Guidelines,  2010.  Those  guidelines  however, 
did  not  apply  to  the  project  because  the  Notice  of  Preparation  for  the  EIR  was  issued  before  the  new 
guidelines  were  adopted.  To  provide  a comprehensive  analysis,  the  EIR  analyzed  the  air  quality  effects  of 
the  project  under  the  1999  BAAQMD  significance  thresholds  that  were  in  effect  at  the  time,  as  well  as  the 
more  stringent  2010  BAAQMD  significance  thresholds.  The  Planning  Department  recognizes  the 
thresholds  established  in  2010  as  appropriate  thresholds  for  evaluating  air  quality  impacts  of  criteria  air 
pollutants.  Therefore,  this  Addendum  evaluates  air  quality  effects  of  the  Modified  Project  under  the  2010 
BAAQMD  thresholds  used  in  the  EIR. 

4.3  San  Erancisco  Noise  Regulations 

Since  certification  of  the  2011  EIR,  San  Francisco  adopted  Ordinance  70-15  (effective  June  19,  2015) 
amending  the  Building,  Administrative,  Planning,  and  Police  Codes  to  require  attenuation  of  exterior 
noise  for  new  residential  structures,  including  analysis  and  field  testing  in  some  circumstances.  The 
pertinent  regulations  are  codified  in  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code,  Section  1207,  Sound  Transmission. 
The  intent  of  the  regulations  is  to  address  noise  conflicts  between  residential  uses  and  noise  sources  in 
noise  critical  areas,  such  as  in  proximity  to  highways,  country  roads,  city  streets,  railroads,  rapid  transit 
lines,  airports,  nighttime  entertainment  venues  or  industrial  areas.  Residential  structures  to  be  IcKated 
where  the  day-night  average  sound  level  (Ldn)  or  community  noise  equivalent  level  (CNEL)  exceeds  60 
decibels  (dB)  require  an  acoustical  analysis  with  the  application  of  a building  permit  showing  that  the 
proposed  design  will  limit  exterior  noise  to  the  45  dB  in  any  habitable  room.  Noise  measurements 
presented  in  the  EIR  indicate  that  noise  levels  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Modified  Project  exceed  60  dB, 
primarily  due  to  proximity  to  Highway  101.  Therefore,  the  project  sponsor  will  be  required  to  submit  an 
environmental  noise  study  demonstrating  that  the  Modified  Project  can  feasibly  attain  acceptable  interior 
noise  levels.  This  regulation  mirrors  the  noise  insulation  requirements  in  Title  24  of  the  California 
Building  Code,  enforced  by  DBI.  Because  these  noise  regulations  include  the  requirements  of  EIR 
Mitigation  Measure  M-Noise-2  (Interior  Noise  Levels),  this  mitigation  measure  is  no  longer  necessary  to 
reduce  noise  impacts  to  a less-than-significant  level.  Noise  impacts  of  the  Modified  Project  related  to 
siting  new  sensitive  land  uses  in  a noisy  environment  would  be  less  than  significant  through  compliance 
with  California  Title  24  and  San  Francisco  Building  Code  Section  1207  regulations. 


4.4  CEQA  Section  21099 

CEQA  Section  21099(b)(1)  requires  that  OPR  develop  revisions  to  the  CEQA  Guidelines  establishing 
criteria  for  determining  the  significance  of  transportation  impacts  of  projects  that  promote  the  "reduction 
of  greenhouse  gas  emissions,  the  development  of  multimodal  transportation  networks,  and  a diversity  of 
land  uses."  CEQA  Section  21099(b)(2)  states  that  upon  certification  of  the  revised  CEQA  Guidelines  for 
determining  transportation  impacts  pursuant  to  Section  21099(b)(1),  automobile  delay,  as  described  solely 
by  level  of  service  (LOS)  or  similar  measures  of  vehicular  capacity  or  traffic  congestion,  shall  not  be 
considered  a significant  impact  on  the  environment  under  CEQA. 


SAN  FRANCISCO 

PLJANNINQ  DEPARTMENT 


7 


to  I n\  irt*miu‘nt.il  Imp.ut  Koport 
Nov  cmluT  IS,  20 1^ 


CASK  NO.  2()15-00%90H 
Kxecutive  I’.irk  Amended  Subarea  Plan 


In  l.oiu.ov  20l(v  I'l’K  published  tor  publie  review  and  comment  a Rcvhcii  Propo^iil  on  Updates  to  the  CEQA 
. ■■  ! ! tan>portatton  Inipaets  m i I QA^  (proposed  transportation  impact  guidelines) 

(t.  .•ittou-ndm);  that  transjHutation  impacts  tor  projects  be  nu*asurc*d  using  a vehicle  miles  traveled  (VM  T) 
met.'u  \ \I  I measure-,  the  anuntnt  and  distance  that  a project  might  cause  people  to  drive,  accounting  for 
tt  <‘  iuimlvr  I't  passengers  withiii  a \ ehicle. 

v'l’K  s prc'pos.vl  transpc>rtation  impact  guidelines  provide  substantial  evidence  that  VN/IT  is  an 
appropriate  standard  to  use  in  analv/ing  impacts  to  protc'ct  environmental  c]uality  anci  a better  indicator 
oi  grcvnhousc*  gas,  air  c]ualitv,  and  energy  impacts  than  automcHiile  delay.  Acknowledging  this,  San 
I raiu  ; CO  I’lanning  k'onunission  Resolution  19579,  adopted  on  March  3,  2016: 

• l•■ound  that  automobile  delay,  as  described  solely  by  l.OS  or  similar  measures  of  vehicular 
capacity  or  traffic  congestion,  shall  no  longer  be  considered  a significant  impact  on  the 
environment  pursuant  to  CKQA,  because  it  does  not  measure  environmental  impacts  and 
therefore  it  doc's  not  protect  environmental  equality. 

• Direvted  the  laivironmental  Review  Officer  to  remove  automobile  delay  as  a factor  in 
determining  significant  impacts  pursuant  to  CEQA  for  all  guidelines,  criteria,  and  list  of 
exemptions,  and  to  update  the  Transportation  Impact  Analysis  Guidelines  for  Environmental 
Review  and  Categorical  Exemptions  from  CEQA  to  reflect  this  change. 

• Directed  the  Environmental  Planning  Division  and  Environmental  Review  Officer  to  replace 
automobile  delay  with  VMT  criteria  which  promote  the  reduction  of  greenhouse  gas  emissions, 
the  development  of  multimodal  transportation  networks,  and  a diversity  of  land  uses;  and 
consistent  with  proposed  and  forthcoming  changes  to  the  CEQA  Guidelines  by  OPR. 

Planning  Commission  Resolution  19579  became  effective  immediately  for  all  projects  that  have  not 
received  a CEQA  determination  and  all  projects  that  have  previously  received  CEQA  determinations,  but 
require  additional  environmental  analysis.  Accordingly,  this  Addendum  provides  a VMT  impact  analysis 
of  the  transportation  effects  of  the  Modified  Project  in  Section  5.1,  Transportation.  The  Addendum  also 
provides  a discussion  of  automobile  delay,  based  on  impacts  considered  in  the  2011  SEIR,  for 
informational  purposes.  Automobile  delay  may  be  considered  by  decision-makers,  independent  of  the 
environmental  review  process,  as  part  of  their  decision  to  approve,  modify,  or  disapprove  the  proposed 
project. 


5.0  ANALYSIS  OF  POTENTIAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

The  2011  SEIR  analyzed  the  environmental  effects  of  implementing  the  Executive  Park  Amended  Subarea 
Plan  and  the  Yerby  and  UPC  development  projects  as  well  as  the  environmental  effects  under  alternatives 
to  the  proposed  plan:  the  No  Project  alternative;  Development  under  Existing  Zoning  and  Height  and 
Bulk  Controls;  and  Alanna  Way  Realignment. 


* This  document  is  available  online  at:  https://www.opr.ca.gOv/s  sb743.php. 

■ San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  19579,  Transportation  Sustainability  Program 
-Align  Component,  Case  No.  2012.0726E,  March  3,  2016. 
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The  proposed  Thomas  Mellon  Waterfront  Residences  (the  former  Yerby  project)  has  been  modified  to 
increase  density,  as  described  in  Section  2.0,  Proposed  Modifications  to  the  Project;  however,  as  shown  in 
the  analysis  below,  this  would  not  create  new  impacts  or  substantially  increase  the  severity  of  the 
physical  impacts  of  implementing  the  Modified  Project,  and  no  new  information  has  emerged  that  would 
materially  change  the  analyses  or  conclusions  set  forth  in  the  2011  SEIR  and  Addendum.  Further,  the 
Modified  Project,  as  demonstrated  below,  would  not  result  in  any  new  significant  environmental  impacts, 
substantial  increases  in  the  significance  of  previously  identified  effects,  or  necessitate  implementation  of 
additional  or  considerably  different  mitigation  measures  than  those  identified  in  the  EIR.  The  effects 
associated  with  the  Modified  Project  would  be  substantially  the  same  as  those  reported  for  the  project  in 
the  EIR  and  would  neither  increase  the  severity  of  any  significant  impacts  associated  with  the 
development,  nor  result  in  new  or  substantially  different  environmental  effects.  The  following  discussion 
provides  the  basis  for  this  conclusion. 

5.1  Less-than-Sigiiificant  Impacts 

The  EIR  identified  less-than-significant  environmental  impacts  as  they  relate  to  land  use,  aesthetics, 
population  and  housing,  transportation,  noise,  air  quality,  greenhouse  gases,  wind,  shadow,  recreation, 
water  supply,  and  police  and  fire  services.  The  Modified  Project  would  not  result  in  any  significant 
impacts  in  subtopics  of  these  environmental  topic  areas,  as  discussed  below. 

Land  Use 

The  EIR  found  that  the  2011  Executive  Park  Plan  would  result  in  less-than-significant  impacts  related  to 
land  use.  The  land  uses  would  not  change  under  the  Modified  Project.  The  Modified  Project  would  not 
materially  alter  the  development  site  plan;  it  would  only  increase  the  number  of  dwelling  units  by  85 
units,  or  approximately  5 percent,  primarily  in  the  17-story  building  on  Block  B.  The  Modified  Project 
also  includes  increases  of  6,945  sf  in  commercial  space  and  2,219  sf  open  space  areas.  Development  of  the 
2011  Executive  Park  Plan  would  have  resulted  in  a mixture  of  medium  density  residential  use  in  five 
buildings,  together  with  lesser  amounts  of  commercial  space  and  public  and  private  open  space.  The 
Modified  Project  would  result  in  essentially  the  same  type,  density  and  mix  of  land  uses.  Relative  to  the 
originally  analyzed  project,  the  proposed  revisions  would  not  change  the  future  character  of  the  vicinity 
or  result  in  incompatible  land  uses.  Therefore,  the  modifications  to  the  development  project  would  not 
change  the  analysis  or  conclusions  reached  in  the  EIR  and  would  have  less-than-significant  land  use 
impacts. 

Aesthetics 

The  EIR  and  2011  Addendum  found  that  the  2011  Executive  Park  Plan  would  result  in  less-than- 
significant  impacts  related  to  aesthetics.  The  Modified  Project  would  not  change  the  height  or  location  of 
the  proposed  residential  buildings  from  that  analyzed  in  the  EIR.  Therefore,  the  proposed  revisions 
would  not  result  in  impacts  on  scenic  resources  or  the  visual  character  of  the  vicinity.  The  Modified 
Project  would  not  change  the  analysis  and  conclusions  reached  in  the  EIR  and  would  have  less-than- 
significant  aesthetics  impacts. 
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■ :u  imind  tliat  the  Jdll  lA<vuti\e  I’ark  IMan  would  result  in  less-than-significant  population  and 
■;j,,  •-  llu*  NU»ditied  Projivt  would  increase  the  number  of  dwelling  units  by  85,  which  would 

I iv  the  population  in  the  Subarea  Plan  area  at  full  buildout  by  about  193  people  above  the  6,520 
. -i  'e  .jMtis.1  in  the  ElK.  The  net  population  increase  in  the  plan  area  of  less  than  one  percent 
•.‘..  Id  i.oi  -.l-ance  the  analysis  or  conclusions  reached  in  the  KIR.  Therefore,  the  Modified  Project  would 
h . U - -iT..in  significant  population  and  housing  impacts. 

'. . . .Mi/c-  Innvlfti  Anijly>i> 

.■\s  discussiil  aUne  in  Scvtion  4.4,  since  preparation  of  the  2011  EIR,  the  San  Francisco  Planning 
c omnii>...ion  has  adopted  the  use  of  the  VM  T metric  to  evaluate  the  impacts  of  projects.  Accordingly,  the 
impacts  of  the  Modified  Project  are  analyzed  below  using  the  guidelines  set  forth  in  the  San  Francisco 
t'.uidelini*s  and  Planning  Commission  Resolution  19579  and  supporting  materials.  Although  an 
addendum  kx'uses  on  how  the  project,  new  information,  or  changes  in  circumstances  may  have  changed 
the  impact  conclusions  in  the  original  EIR  analysis,  because  the  2011  EIR  did  not  evaluate  impacts  based 
on  the  X NIT  metric,  the  analysis  in  this  addendum  first  uses  the  VMT  screening  criteria  to  determine 
whether  the  entire  Executive  Park  Plan  project  (assuming  the  modifications),  is  presumed  to  have  a 
significant  impact  on  VMT.  If  not,  no  further  analysis  is  required  of  how  the  Modified  Project  would 
affect  \'MT  as  compared  to  the  original  2011  Executive  Park  Plan  project. 

According  to  the  impact  assessment  methodology  adopted  by  the  Planning  Commission,  a project  would 
have  a significant  transportation  effect  on  the  environment  if  it  would  cause  substantial  additional  VMT. 
OPR's  proposed  transportation  impact  guidelines^  provide  guidance  for  establishing  significance 
thresholds  for  Area  Plans,  such  as  the  Executive  Park  Amended  Subarea  Plan.  The  OPR  guidance 
considers  that  a land  use  plan  may  have  a significant  impact  on  transportation  if  it  is  not  consistent  with 
the  relevant  Regional  Transportation  Plan/Sustainable  Communities  Strategy  (SCS).  For  this  purpose, 
consistency  with  the  SCS  means  the  following  must  be  true: 

• Development  specified  in  the  plan  is  also  specified  in  the  SCS  (e.g.,  the  plan  does  not  specify 
developing  in  outlying  areas  specified  as  open  space  or  Priority  Conservation  Area  in  the  SCS); 
and, 

• Taken  as  a whole,  development  specified  in  the  plan  leads  to  a VMT  that  is  equal  to  or  less  than 
the  VMT  per  capita  and  VMT  per  employee  specified  in  the  SCS. 

The  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission's  2013  Regional  Transportation  Plan,  Plan  Bay  Area, 
adopted  in  July  2013,  is  the  region's  SCS.  Plan  Bay  Area  set  a VMT  per  capita  reduction  target  of  10 
percent  below  the  Bay  Area  2005  regional  average  VMT  levels  by  2040  for  residential  development.  No 


" Based  on  the  2.27  persons  per  household  forecast  for  2025,  from  ABAC  Projections  2009,  as  calculated  in  the  2011 
SEIR. 

' OPR,  Revised  Proposal  on  Updates  to  the  CEQA  Guidelines  on  Evaluating  Transportation  Impacts  in  CEQA,  Implementing 
Senate  Bill  743  (Steinberg,  2013),  January  20,  2016. 
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VMT  per  employee  target  was  set.®  The  Executive  Park  Amended  Subarea  Plan  area  is  located  within  a 
Priority  Development  Area  in  Plan  Bay  Area.  Therefore,  if  the  Executive  Park  plan  area  is  located  within 
an  area  that  is  projected  to  have  a residential  VMT  per  capita  10  percent  or  more  below  2005  VM  1 levels 
by  2040,  the  development  is  presumed  not  to  have  a significant  VMT  impact  under  CEQA. 

The  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  used  a regional  activity-based  travel  model.  Travel  Model 
One,  to  estimate  VMT  for  Plan  Bay  Area.'^  The  following  VMT  data  was  used  in  Plan  Bay  Area.'  " Tbe 
estimated  2005  VMT  per  capita  by  place  of  residence  for  the  transportation  analysis  zone  in  which  the 
project  site  is  located  was  13.1.”  Tlie  future  2040  VMT  per  capita  by  place  of  residence  for  the 
transportation  analysis  zone  in  which  the  project  site  is  located  is  9.9,'-  a 24  percent  reduction  in  VM  I per 
capita  compared  to  2005. 

The  travel  analysis  zone  geographic  area  from  Travel  Model  One  includes  both  the  Executive  Park  Plan 
and  Visitacion  Valley  Redevelopment  Plan  (aka  Schlage  Lock  site).  Therefore,  the  following  analysis 
further  relies  on  the  San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority's  San  Francisco  Chained  Activity 
Model  Process  (SF-CHAMP)  to  estimate  VMT  for  the  transportation  analysis  zone  in  which  the  project 
site  is  located.  The  geographic  area  for  the  transportation  analysis  zone  in  which  the  project  site  is  located 
from  SF-CHAMP  nearly  matches  the  area  of  the  Executive  Park  Plan  project. 

SF-CHAMP  uses  2040  residential  and  job  growth  estimates  prepared  by  Association  of  Bay  Area 
Governments  and  adjusted  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department.  The  land  use  scenario  uses 
projections  from  the  Sustainable  Communities  Strategy:  Jobs-Housing  Connections  from  Plan  Bay  Area. 
SF-CHAMP  includes  transportation  network  changes  that  are  reasonably  foreseeable  transportation 
projects  included  in  the  latest  adopted  Regional  Transportation  Plan,  San  Francisco  Transportation  Plan 
and/or  are  actively  undergoing  environmental  review  or  is  anticipated  to  take  undertake  environmental 
in  the  near  future  because  sufficient  projection  definition  has  been  established. 

Using  SF-CHAMP  projections,  the  future  2040  VMT  per  capita  in  the  Executive  Park  Plan  area  is 
estimated  to  be  10.2,  a 22  percent  reduction  in  VMT  per  capita  compared  to  2005.  Thus,  development 
specified  in  the  2011  Executive  Park  Plan  would  lead  to  a VMT  reduction  greater  than  the  VMT  per  capita 
reduction  specified  in  the  SCS  and,  therefore,  the  Executive  Park  Plan  project  would  not  have  a significant 
VMT  impact.  Accordingly,  no  additional  VMT  analysis  of  the  Modified  Project  is  necessary. 


® Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  and  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission,  Plan  Bay  Area.  Available 
online  at:  http://files.mtc.ca.gov.s3.amazonaws.com/pdf/Plan_Bay_Area_FIN AL/pbatinal/inde\.html. 

’ Documentation  regarding  Travel  Model  One  and  the  use  of  Travel  Model  One  for  Plan  Bay  Area  is  available  online. 
Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  and  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission,  Model  DiKumentation  and 
Presentations,  available  online  at:  http://analytics.mtc.ca.gov/foswiki/Main/Development.  AssiKiation  of  Bay  Area 
Governments  and  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission,  Model  Documentation  and  Presentations,  available 
online  at:  http://analytics.mtc.ca.gov/foswiki/Main/PlanBayArea. 

Note:  the  VMT  per  capita  outputs  presented  in  this  paragraph  represent  resident,  non-commercial  travel, 
consistent  with  OPR's  proposed  transportation  impact  analysis  guidelines,  whereas  the  VMT  per  capita  outputs 
presented  in  Plan  Bay  Area  includes  commercial  travel. 

” Data  available  online  at:  http://analytics.mtc.ca.gov/foswiki/Main/VmtPerCapita. 

” Data  available  online  at:  http://analytics.mtc.ca.gov/foswiki/Main/PlanBayAreaVmtPerCapita. 

Manoj  Madhavan  and  Chris  Espiritu,  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Memo  to  Transportation  Team,  "CEQA 
- 2040  SF-CHAMP  Modeling  Methodology  Assumptions",  April  25,  2016. 
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Ihe  I IK  louiul  that  the  2011  I'MMitixe  Park  Plan  would  result  in  less-than-sij»nilicant  impacts  related  to 
pio|i\t  impaits  i*n  jH“\lestrian  and  bicycling  conditions.  A transportation  analysis  of  the  Modified  Project 
vs>-  vv>ndlutl^i  that  includevl  updated  trip  generation,  mode  split,  trip  distribution,  and  impact 
asN**>.Mnent  ’ The  Moditus.!  Projtvt  could  result  in  increased  pedestrian  activity  within  the  k’xecutive  Park 
area  primanh  Ivtwivn  the  residential  units  and  the  expanded  commercial  areas,  and  to  the 
I'.  ' ismIuhhPs  transit  and  shuttle  stops.  As  part  of  the  updated  street  network,  sidewalks  would  be 

pri'\  idtxl  on  all  new  or  revised  stnvts,  and  crosswalks  would  be  striped  at  all  intersections.  Given  the  low 
existing;  bicyclist  volumes  in  the  area,  the  HIK  anticipated  that  the  project's  bicycle  activity  could  be 
accvMnnuHlatixl  on  the  existing  streets  and  bicycle  facilities.  According  to  the  transportation  analysis,  the 
MihIiIuxI  Projivt  would  generate  up  to  35  additional  transit  trips  and  13  trips  by  other  modes  (including 
walking  and  bicycling)  during  the  wec'kday  p.m.  peak  hour  than  the  2011  Executive  Park  Plan.  This 
miHli*st  increase  would  not  substantiallv  change  the  analysis  or  conclusions  reached  in  the  EIR  related  to 
thi'se  pi\1estrian  and  bicycling  conditions;  therefore  the  Modified  Project  would  have  less-than-significant 
impacts  on  pcxlestrian  and  bicycling  conditions. 

Hu'  EIR  found  that  the  2011  Executive  Park  Plan  would  result  in  less-than-significant  impacts  related  to 
parking  and  loading.  Tlie  Modified  Project  proposes  an  increase  of  6 vehicle  parking  spaces,  a less  than 
one  percent  increase,  llie  Modified  Project  proposes  to  eliminate  off-street  loading  in  the  TMWR  in 
accordance  with  the  Executive  Park  Special  Use  District  (Planning  Code  Section  249.54(c)(12)  and  provide 
seven  on-street  loading  spaces.  The  provision  of  on-street  loading  spaces,  instead  of  off-street  loading 
spaces,  would  continue  to  provide  adequate  space  for  retail  deliveries,  trash  pick-up,  residential  moving, 
and  general  deliveries.’'^  The  Modified  Project's  parking  and  loading  provisions  would  not  materially 
alter  the  EIR  conclusions  and  would  continue  to  have  less-than-significant  impacts  on  parking  and 
loading. 

The  EIR  found  that  the  construction  activities  for  the  2011  Executive  Park  Plan  would  not  result  in  a 
significant  transportation  impact.  Construction  of  the  Yerby  Project  was  estimated  to  last  approximately 
46  months,  with  the  highest  truck  traffic  during  the  excavation  and  concrete  pouring,  approximately  100 
round-trip  truck  trips  per  day  and  approximately  100  workers  per  day.  Construction  of  the  Modified 
Project,  which  contains  less  overall  square  footage  than  the  2011  Executive  Park  Plan,  would  be  similar  to 
that  of  the  original  project  and  would  not  change  the  analysis  or  conclusions  reached  in  the  EIR  and 
would  have  a less-than-significant  transportation  impact. 

The  EIR  found  that  the  2011  Executive  Park  Plan  would  not  result  in  a significant  impact  related  to  event 
conditions  at  Candlestick  Park  stadium.  Because  Candlestick  Park  stadium  is  no  longer  present,  this 
impact  is  not  relevant  to  the  Modified  Project. 


■*  Kittelson  & Associates,  Inc.  Supplementary  Transportation  Impact  Analysis  for  Modified  Yerby  Project  ("Thomas  Mellon 
Waterfront  Residences")  at  Executive  Park,  November  3,  2016. 

’'Ibid. 


SAMFRWSCO 

Pt-AMNINO  DEPAm-MENX 


Addendum  to  Environmental  Impact  Report 
November  15,  2016 


CASE  NO.  2015-0096901 
Executive  I’ark  Amended  Subarea  Plan 


Noise 


The  EIR  found  that  the  2011  Executive  Park  Plan  would  result  in  a 0.3  dBA  increase  in  traffic  noise  along 
roadways  that  would  be  used  to  access  the  project,  a less-than-significant  impact.  According  to  the  EIK,  a 
5 dB  increase  is  the  minimum  required  for  a change  in  community  reaction.  The  proposed  revisions  do 
not  alter  the  configuration  of  project  access  routes.  According  to  the  transportation  analysis  performed  for 
the  Modified  Project,  the  additional  85  units  proposed  would  result  in  up  to  83  additional  p.m.  peak  hour 
ehicles  above  the  1,131  vehicle  trips  estimated  for  the  2011  Executive  Park  Plan.''’  This  represents  an 
increase  of  approximately  seven  percent.  These  vehicles  would  be  distributed  along  local  roadways  and 
would  not  be  expected  to  appreciably  increase  traffic  noise,  given  the  slight  increase  in  projected  traffic. 
The  Modified  Project  would  not  change  the  analysis  or  conclusions  reached  in  the  EIR  and  the  noise 
impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 


Air  Quality 


The  EIR  found  that  the  2011  Executive  Park  Plan  would  result  in  less-than-significant  impacts  related  to 
construction  dust,  vehicle  trips  contributing  to  carbon  monoxide  levels,  exposure  of  sensitive  receptors  to 
toxic  air  contaminants  (TACs),  odors,  and  conflicts  with  adopted  air  quality  plans.  The  proposed 
revisions,  which  slightly  reconfigure  and  increase  by  85  units,  the  number  of  residential  units  while 
reducing  overall  square  footage,  would  not  substantially  alter  project  construction  dust  effects,  TAC 
exposures,  odors,  or  conflict  with  adopted  air  quality  plans.  Because  the  project  is  over  one  half  acre,  the 
San  Francisco's  Dust  Control  Ordinance  requires  that  the  project  sponsor  submit  a Dust  Control  Plan  for 
approval  by  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health.  The  site-specific  Dust  Control  Plan  would 
require  implementation  of  additional  dust  control  measures  such  as  installation  of  dust  curtains  and 
windbreaks  and  to  provide  independent  third-party  inspections  and  monitoring,  provide  a public 
complaint  hotline,  and  suspend  construction  during  high  wind  conditions. 

Project  traffic  under  the  Modified  Project  operations  would  continue  to  be  well  below  the  Bay  Area  Air 
Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD)  carbon  monoxide  screening  thresholds.  According  to  the 
transportation  impact  analysis  for  the  Modified  Project,'^  the  Modified  Project  would  result  in  up  to  83 
new  p.m.  peak  hour  vehicle  trips  above  the  original  project.  The  increase  of  83  vehicles  to  the 
approximately  10,000  vehicles  per  peak  hour  at  the  study  intersections  with  the  highest  volumes  under 
the  project  and  cumulative  scenarios,’®  would  be  below  the  BAAQMD  screening  criteria  of  44,000  vehicles 
per  hour’®  and,  therefore,  would  not  have  the  potential  to  increase  localized  carbon  monoxide 
concentrations  to  such  an  extent  as  to  exceed  ambient  carbon  monoxide  air  quality  standards.  The 
additional  83  peak  hour  vehicle  trips  would  result  in  a nominal  change  in  local  concentrations  of  TACs 
and  associated  local  health  risks  and  impacts  would  continue  to  be  less  than  significant.  The  Modified 
Project  would  not  change  the  analysis  or  conclusions  reached  in  the  EIR  and  these  air  quality  impacts 
would  be  less  than  significant. 


Kittelson  & Associates,  Supplementary  Transportation  Impact  Analysis  for  Modified  Yerby  Project  ( ‘Vipmas  Mellon 
Waterfront  Residences")  at  Executive  Park,  November  3,  2016 
’7  Ibid. 

’®  Plarming  Department,  Case  No.  2006.0422E  Draft  SEIR,  Executive  Park  Amended  Subarea  Plan  and  the  Yerby  Contfuiny 
and  Universal  Paragon  Corporation  Development  Projects.  October  13,  2010.  Page  V.G.38. 

BAAQMD,  CEQA  Air  Quality  Guidelines,  Updated  May  2011. 
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llu-  I IK  liHiiui  tliat  llu‘  2011  1 \ivuti\e  Park  IMan  would  result  in  less-tlian-significant  greenhouse  gas 
.>ilK.)  emt^'-.-io  impai.i>  Projtvt  operational  emissions  were  estimated  to  result  in  4.2  MrC02E“  per 
- t*.  .vC  (V'pulation  {H‘r  year,  which  is  below  the  BAAQMO  threshold  of  4.6  M rC02E.  CdlGs  would 
ir.v,ea>e  with  pi'pulation  increase  under  the  Modified  Project,  hut,  on  a Cl  IGs  per  service  population 
would  Iv  substantiallv  similar  to  the  I'lR  findings  and  therefore  would  be  less  than  significant. 
I i-o'-'ruction  emissions  trom  tlie  Modified  Project  would  be  about  the  same.  Similar  to  the  original 
p»o(H»s.il,  the  Modified  Projts. t would  not  conflict  with  San  I'rancisco's  Climate  Action  Plan  or  GHG 
nsliution  gvuls.  llu*  Modified  Projtvt  would  not  change  the  analysis  or  conclusions  reached  in  the  EIR 
and  would  have  less-than-significant  G1 IG  impacts. 


llie  MK  tound  that  the  2011  Hxecutive  Park  Plan  would  result  in  less-than-significant  impacts  related  to 
wind  and  shadow.  H«.\ause  the  propc^sed  revisions  do  not  change  the  height  or  location  of  buildings  from 
that  analyzed  in  the  201 1 Addendum,  the  Modified  Project  would  not  change  the  analysis  or  conclusions 
reacluM  in  the  PIK  and  wind  and  shadow  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 


Recreation 


Hie  FIR  found  that  the  2011  Executive  Park  Plan  would  result  in  less-than-significant  impacts  on  existing 
neighlxirhood  and  regional  parks  or  other  recreational  facilities  in  the  vicinity  that  could  result  from  an 
increase  in  use  from  new  residents.  On-site  recreational  space  created  under  the  2011  Executive  Park  Plan 
would  consist  largely  of  pedestrian  paths,  small  parks  or  plazas.  Residents  within  the  Plan  area  were 
expected  to  utilize  off-site  recreational  areas,  but  not  to  a level  would  result  in  physical  deterioration  of 
those  off-site  areas,  and  hence  the  2011  Plan  was  found  to  have  a less-than-significant  impact.  The 
Modified  Project  would  not  substantially  change  any  of  those  original  conclusions.  In  light  of  the  number 
of  existing  open  space  and  recreational  facilities  serving  the  vicinity,  the  project's  contribution  to  the 
Visitation  Valley  Community  Facilities  and  Infrastructure  Fee  and  Fund,  and  the  less  than  one  percent 
increase  in  the  residential  population  that  would  result  due  to  proposed  revisions,  the  Modified  Project 
would  not  cause  an  increase  in  the  physical  deterioration  of  recreational  resources  in  the  vicinity.  In 
addition,  the  EIR  and  2011  Addendum  found  that  the  wind  effects  of  the  development  projects  would  not 
substantially  degrade  the  recreational  value  of  the  nearby  windsurfing  recreational  resource  at 
Candlestick  Point  State  Recreation  Area.  The  Modified  Project  would  not  alter  building  heights  and 
location  and,  therefore,  would  not  result  in  substantial  changes  in  wind  patterns.  The  Modified  Project 
would  not  change  the  analysis  or  conclusions  reached  in  the  EIR  and  the  recreation  impacts  would  be  less 
than  significant. 

Water  Supply 

The  EIR  found  that  implementation  of  the  Executive  Park  Plan  would  result  in  a water  demand  of  about 
189,900  gallons  per  day.  The  proposed  revisions  would  increase  the  water  demand  by  about  12,000 
gallons  per  day  (a  less  than  one  percent  increase)  based  on  the  consumption  of  62  gallons  per  capita  per 
day-'  for  an  estimated  additional  193  residents.  The  City  would  continue  to  have  sufficient  water  supply 


-Metric  tons  of  carbon  dioxide  equivalent 

Based  on  the  residential  use  factor  of  the  2005  Urban  Water  Management  Plan  referenced  in  the  2011  SEIR. 
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to  accommodate  this  modest  increase  from  the  Executive  Park  development  as  described  in  the  KIR  and 
updated  by  the  2013  Water  Supply  Availability  Study. “ The  Modified  Project  would  not  change  the 
analysis  or  conclusions  reached  in  the  EIR  and  would  have  less-than-significant  water  supply  impacts. 

Public  Services 

The  EIR  found  that  the  2011  Executive  Park  Plan  would  result  in  less-than-significant  impacts  related  to 
police  and  fire  protection  services.  The  slight  increase  in  the  residential  population  within  the  same 
overall  land  use  plan  would  not  substantially  increase  the  need  for  police  and  fire  protection  services 
compared  to  the  2011  Executive  Park  Plan.  The  Modified  Project  would  not  change  the  analysis  or 
conclusions  reached  in  the  EIR  and  the  impacts  on  police  and  fire  protection  services  would  be  less  than 
significant. 

Other  Environmental  Topics 

The  Initial  Study  for  the  2011  SEIR  also  determined  that  the  following  effects  of  the  Executive  Park  Plan 
and  development  projects  would  be  less  than  significant:  Land  Use  (division  of  established  communitv); 
Aesthetics  (light  and  glare);  Population  and  Housing  (displacement  of  housing  or  people);  Cultural  and 
Paleontological  Resources  (historic  architectural  resources,  unique  paleontological  or  geoarcheological 
resources);  Transportation  and  Circulation  (air  traffic  patterns);  Noise  (groundborne  vibration  and  noise, 
aircraft  noise,  existing  noise);  Recreation  (construction  of  new  facilities  and  degrade  existing  recreational 
sources);  Utilities  and  Service  Systems  (wastewater  and  stormwater);  Public  Services  (schools  and 
community  facilities);  Biological  Resources  (special  status  species,  sensitive  natural  communities, 
wetlands,  conflicts  with  local  ordinances  and  adopted  conservation  plans);  Geology  and  Soils  (fault 
hazards,  seismic  ground  shaking,  landslides,  soil  erosion,  soils,  and  unique  geologic  features);  Hydrology 
and  Water  Quality;  Hazards  and  Hazardous  Materials  (routine  use  of  hazardous  materials,  hazardous 
emissions  near  schools,  location  on  a hazardous  materials  site  or  in  vicinity  of  airport,  emergenev’ 
response,  and  fire  hazards);  Mineral  and  Energy  Resources;  and  Agricultural  Resources.  The  Modified 
Project  would  not  change  the  analysis  or  conclusions  reached  in  the  Initial  Study/EIR  and  the  impacts  on 
these  other  environmental  topics  would  be  less  than  significant. 

5.2  Effects  That  Can  Be  Avoided  or  Reduced  to  a Less-than-Significant  Level  ivith  Mitigation  Measures 

The  EIR  found  that  the  Executive  Park  Plan  has  the  potential  to  result  in  significant  impacts  in  subtopics 
of  the  following  environmental  topic  areas  that  can  be  avoided  or  reduced  to  a less-than-significant  level 
with  mitigation  measures  incorporated:  Archeology,  Transportation,  and  Air  Quality.  The  Executive 
Park  Plan  Mitigation  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Program  (MMRP)  describes  the  mitigation  measures 
adopted  as  conditions  of  approval,  the  responsible  party(ies)  for  implementation  of  those  measures,  and 
the  responsible  party(ies)  for  monitoring  and  reporting.  As  discussed  in  Section  4.0,  certain  mitigation 
measures  are  no  longer  necessary  due  to  the  promulgation  of  air  quality  and  noise  regulations.  In 
addition,  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  has  clarified  the  equipment  requirements  to  achieve  the 
performance  standard  required  by  the  construction  air  quality  mitigation  measure.  The  project  sponsor 


^ San  Frandsco  Public  Utilities  Commission,  2013  Water  Availabilih/  Study  for  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco,  May  2013.  Available  at  http://sfwater.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=4168 
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ii.iH  ami.x*vl  to  tlu*>e  miti^alii>n  meaMire  modiliealions.- A proposed  Kevi.sed  MMRP  is  attached  as 
I \hibit  O \Mtl>  ii'MMons  >ho\vn  in  underline  and  slrikelhrough.  'Hie  Modified  Project,  with  the 
pu*jv>st\l  KeMsevl  MMKP.  would  not  result  in  new  impacts  or  require  new  mitigation  measures  to 
•idiiie'.s  more  severe  environmental  impacts  in  these  topic  areas. 


Afvtiats»log^ 

Hie  IdK  tound  that  the  I xtvutive  Park  Plan  has  the  potential  to  result  in  significant  impacts  on 
auhatvlogical  resourci*s  or  human  remains  due  to  disturbance  of  known  archaeological  resources  and 
anticipatiM  liunian  remains  that  may  be  present  at  the  site.  The  Modified  Project  would  have  the  same 
fH>tenti.il  impacts.  Mitigation  Measure  M-CP-1  (Archaeological  Testing,  Monitoring,  Data  Recovery  and 
Ke}H>rting).  as  descrilvd  in  the  MMRP  would  reduce  potential  impacts  on  archaeological  resources  to 
lt*ss-tlian-signiticant  levels.  The  Modified  Project  would  not  increase  the  severity  of  the  cultural  resource 
impact.  ri*sult  in  new  or  substantially  different  effects,  or  require  new  or  modified  mitigation  measures 
tor  arcliaiHilogical  resources. 

llie  KIR  found  that  the  Executive  Park  Plan  would  increase  ridership  in  the  Executive  Park  Shuttle 
service,  which  could  cause  a significant  impact  on  the  shuttle  service  capacity.  The  Modified  Project 
would  have  the  same  potential  impact,  and  is  anticipated  to  result  in  an  additional  35  new  person-trips  by 
transit  during  the  weekday  p.m.  peak  hour.  As  a result,  the  Modified  Project  would  result  in  a demand 
for  one  to  two  additional  shuttle  trips  during  the  peak  hours.^^  Mitigation  Measure  M-TR-3  (Executive 
Park  Shuttle  Service)  as  described  in  the  MMRP  would  reduce  this  impact  to  a less-than-significant  level 
bv  requiring  additional  shuttle  service  levels  when  warranted  to  accommodate  the  expected  transit 
demand.  Hie  Modified  Project's  transit  ridership  increase  would  not  result  in  new  or  substantially 
different  effects,  or  require  new  or  modified  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  this  impact  to  a less-than- 
significant  level. 

-As  discussed  in  Section  4.4,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  no  longer  considers  automobile  delay, 
as  described  by  LOS  or  traffic  congestion,  to  be  a significant  impact  on  the  environment  under  CEQA.  The 
following  discussion  is  provided  for  informational  purposes.  The  EIR  found  that  the  Executive  Park  Plan 
would  deteriorate  the  operating  conditions  at  the  Tunnel  Avenue/  Blanken  Avenue  intersection. 
Mitigation  Measure  M-TR-1  (Tunnel  Avenue/  Blanken  Avenue)  would  reduce  the  significant  impact  at 
this  intersection  to  a less-than-significant  level.  Mitigation  Measure  M-TR-1  would  restripe  and  signalize 
the  intersection.  In  addition,  the  EIR  found  that  the  project's  traffic  would  represent  a cumulatively 
considerable  contribution  to  adverse  cumulative  conditions  at  the  Tunnel  Avenue/  Blanken  Avenue 
intersection.  Mitigation  Measure  M-TR-12  (Tunnel  Avenue/  Blanken  Avenue)  would  signalize  the 
intersection  and  prohibit  left  turns  from  Blanken  Avenue,  which  would  reduce  this  impact  to  a less-than- 
significant  level.  According  to  the  transportation  analysis,  the  Modified  Project  would  add  up  to  83 
vehicle  trips  during  the  weekday  p.m.  peak  hour,  distributed  throughout  the  streets  that  provide  access 
to  Executive  Park.  With  implementation  of  the  signalization  improvements  required  by  these  mitigation 


- San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Agreement  to  Implement  Mitigation  Measures,  September  14,  2016. 
Kittelson  & Associates,  Supplementary  Transportation  Impact  Analysis  for  Modified  Yerby  Project  ("Thomas  Mellon 
Waterfront  Residences")  at  Executive  Park,  November  3,  2016 
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measures,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  Tunnel  Avenue/  Blanken  Avenue  intersection  could  accommodate  the 
additional  vehicle  trips  associated  with  the  Modified  Project.^  Therefore,  the  Modified  Project  would  not 
change  the  analysis  or  the  conclusions  reached  in  the  EIR  regarding  impacts  on  the  Tunnel  Avenue/ 
Blanken  Avenue  intersection. 

The  EIR  evaluated  the  contribution  of  the  Executive  Park  Plan  to  the  2030  cumulative  conditions  at 
various  nearby  intersections  and  transportation  facilities  that  would  result  from  the  planned 
developments  in  the  vicinity.  The  2030  cumulative  scenario  assumes  a number  of  roadway  improvement 
measures  identified  in  earlier  studies  have  been  implemented.  In  addition,  the  EIR  evaluated  two 
alternative  cumulative  scenarios  that  include  a diamond  interchange  option,  and  Harney  Way 
alternatives  without  a westbound  right-turn  pocket  at  Executive  Park  Boulevard  East  (Alternative  A)  and 
with  a right-turn  pocket  (Alternative  B).  Under  2030  Cumulative  Conditions  Alternative  A, 
Tunnel/Blanken  signalization  would  be  required  as  Mitigation  Measure  M-TR-21  to  reduce  cumulative 
impacts  at  the  Tunnel/  Blanken  intersection  to  a less-than-significant  level.  Under  this  Alternative  A 
scenario,  the  EER  also  found  that  the  Executive  Park  Plan  would  contribute  to  significant  cumulative 
impacts  at  the  Harney  Way/  Executive  Park  Boulevard  East  intersection,  which  would  be  reduced  to  a 
less-than-significant  level  with  implementation  of  Mitigation  Measure  M-TR-22  (Harney  Way/  Executive 
Park  Boulevard  East)  which  would  create  a right- turn  pocket  to  improve  intersection  efficiency.  It  is 
anticipated  that  the  additional  83  vehicle  trips  during  the  weekday  p.m.  peak  hour  associated  with  the 
Modified  Project  would  not  result  in  new  significant  intersection  impacts  under  the  2030  cumulative 
scenario  alternatives  evaluated  in  the  2011  EIR.“  Therefore,  the  Modified  Project  would  not  result  in  a 
substantially  more  severe  impact,  or  change  the  analysis  or  EIR  conclusions  with  respect  to  the 
cumulative  impacts  at  the  Tunnel/  Blanken  and  Harney  Way/  Executive  Park  Boulevard  East 
intersections. 

Air  Quality 

The  EIR  found  that  the  Executive  Park  Plan  has  the  potential  to  expose  sensitive  receptors  to  toxic  air 
contaminants  resulting  from  vehicular  exhaust  due  to  the  project's  proximity  to  Highway  101.  The 
Modified  Project  would  have  the  same  potential  impacts.  Mitigation  Measure  M-AQ-2  (Air  Pollution 
from  U.S.  101  Traffic),  was  applied  to  reduce  potential  air  quality  impacts  to  less-than-significant  levels 
by  requiring  that  all  new  residential  units  within  800  feet  of  U.S.  101  be  equipped  with  a ventilation 
system  that  achieves  performance  compliant  with  Article  38  requirements.  As  discussed  above  in  Section 
3.1,  Article  38  has  been  updated  since  the  EIR  and  the  proposed  development  is  located  entirely  within  an 
Air  Pollutant  Exposure  Zone  and  is  therefore  subject  to  Article  38  ventilation  and  filtration  requirements. 
Because  the  regulations  and  procedures  set  forth  by  Article  38  would  provide  the  same  protections  as  EIR 
Mitigation  Measure  M-AQ-2  (Air  Pollution  from  U.S.  101  Traffic),  this  measure  is  no  longer  necessarx'  to 
reduce  air  quality  impacts  on  sensitive  receptors  and  has  been  removed  from  the  MMRP.  The  Modified 
Project,  including  its  Revised  MMRP,  would  not  increase  the  severity  of  these  air  quality  impacts,  result 
in  new  or  substantially  different  effects,  or  require  new  or  modified  mitigation  measures  for  this  impact. 


25  Ibid. 

26  Ibid. 
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c uiu^  I'nvironmenral  lopK> 

Hu-  Initial  Study  ti»r  the  201 1 SI  IK  also  determined  that  the  following  effects  of  the  Executive  Park  Plan 


would  tv  ris.lucis.1  to  a less-than-significant  level  by  mitigation  measures  included  in  the  project: 


\oiM-  (construction  noise,  interior  noise  levels);  biological  Resources  (migratory  birds);  Geology  and 
(liquefaction  pi'tential,  sea  level  rise  and  groundwater);  Hydrology  and  Water  Quality  (stormwater 
runoit);  Hazards  and  1 la/ardi>us  Materials  (hazardous  materials  in  soil,  naturally  occurring  asbestos 
dust).  Ihe  Moditied  Projivt  would  have  the  same  potential  impacts.  Mitigation  Measures  Noise-1 
(C  onstruction  Noise),  Hio-1  (Protection  of  Birds  During  Tree  Removal),  Geo-1  (Liquefaction  Potential, 
l \ca\ation  and  Dewatering),  Geo-2  (Sea  Level  Rise  and  Groundwater),  Stormwater-1  (Minimizing 
Stornnvater/Wastewater  Runoff),  1 laz-1  (Hazardous  Materials/Contaminated  Soil),  and  Haz-2  (Dust 
Program  for  .Asbestos-Containing  Serpentine  Materials)  would  reduce  impacts  from  the  Modified  Project 
to  lt‘ss-than-significant  levels.  I'he  Modified  Project  would  not  change  the  analysis  or  conclusions  reached 
in  the  Initial  Study/EIR  and  the  impacts  on  these  other  environmental  topics  would  be  less  than 
significant  with  implementation  of  mitigation  measures. 

With  respect  to  the  project's  impact  on  interior  noise  levels,  the  Initial  Study/EIR  applied  Mitigation 
Measure  Noise-2  (Interior  Noise  Levels)  to  reduce  the  effect  of  the  project's  siting  of  noise-sensitive 
receptors  in  a noisy  environment  by  requiring  the  project  sponsor  to  conduct  an  acoustical  study  and 
demonstrate  the  feasibility  of  meeting  the  45  dB  interior  noise  limit  in  any  habitable  room  required  by 
Title  24.  As  discussed  in  Section  3.3,  because  the  interior  noise  standard  is  required  by  law.  Mitigation 
Measure  Noise-2  is  not  necessary  to  reduce  exterior  noise  impacts  on  project  residents.  Noise  impacts  on 
sensitive  receptors  would  be  less  than  significant  with  compliance  with  the  San  Francisco  and  California 
Building  Codes.  Removal  of  Mitigation  Measure  Noise-2  would  not  result  in  any  new  or  more  severe 
noise  impacts  associated  with  the  Modified  Project. 

5.3  Sigitificaut  and  Unavoidable  Impacts 

The  EIR  found  that  the  Executive  Park  Plan  has  the  potential  to  result  in  significant  impacts  in  the 
subtopics  of  transportation,  noise,  and  air  quality  that  cannot  be  avoided  or  reduced  to  a less-than- 
significant  level  with  mitigation  measures.  The  Modified  Project,  with  the  proposed  Revised  MMRP  (as 
discussed  above),  would  not  result  in  new  impacts  or  substantially  more  severe  impacts  in  these  topic 
areas. 

Transportation 

As  discussed  in  Section  4.4,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  no  longer  considers  automobile  delay, 
as  described  by  LOS  or  traffic  congestion,  to  be  a significant  impact  on  the  environment  under  CEQA.  The 
following  discussion  is  provided  for  informational  purposes.  The  2011  EIR  found  that  the  Executive  Park 
Plan  would  have  the  potential  to  result  in  significant  and  unavoidable  transportation  impacts  on  various 
aspects  of  the  transportation  network  in  the  project  area.  These  include  baseline  plus  project  impacts  on 
the  U.S.  101  mainline  north  of  Alanna  Way/  Harney  Way  (southbound)  and  2030  cumulative  impacts  on 
intersection  operation,  U.S.lOl  freeway  segment  operation  and  on-ramps  including  the  following: 
Bayshore  Boulevard/  Tunnel  Avenue;  Bayshore  Boulevard/  Blanken  Avenue;  Alanna  Way/  Beatty  Road; 
Hamey  Way/  Alanna  Way/  Thomas  Mellon  Drive;  Geneva  Avenue/  U.S.  101  southbound  ramp;  Geneva 
Avenue/  U.S.  101  northbound  ramp;  U.S.  101  mainline  northbound,  both  north  and  south  of  Alanna  Way/ 
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Harney  Way;  U.S.  101  northbound  on-ramp  at  Harney  Way;  U.S.  101  southbound  on-ramp  at  Alanna 
Way.  Because  mitigation  is  considered  infeasible  for  most  of  these  impacts,  or  would  not  reduce  impacts 
to  a less-than-significant  level  in  the  case  of  Mitigation  Measures  M-TR-23  (Geneva  Avenue/  U.S.  101 
Southbound  Ramps)  and  M-TR-24  (Geneva  Avenue/  U.S.  101  Northbound  Ramps),  these  transportation 
impacts  remain  significant  and  unavoidable. 

The  transportation  analysis  of  the  Modified  Project  found  that  it  would  have  similar  impacts  to  those 
identified  in  the  EIR.  As  discussed  earlier,  the  Modified  Project  would  result  in  an  increase  of  83  vehicle 
trips  during  the  weekday  p.m.  peak  hour,  a relatively  small  contribution  to  the  roadway  volume,  which 
would  result  in  minimal  change  in  intersection  operation  conditions  and  percent  contributions  to  poorly 
performing  critical  movements.^^  Implementation  of  the  Modified  Project  would  neither  substantially 
increase  the  severity  of  significant  transportation  impacts,  nor  result  in  new  or  different  effects.  Therefore, 
the  Modified  Project  would  not  change  the  analysis  or  conclusions  reached  in  the  EIR  with  respect  to 
transportation. 


Noise 


The  2011  EIR  found  that  project-related  traffic,  in  combination  with  that  from  other  development  projects 
proposed  in  nearby  areas,  would  result  in  significant  cumulative  traffic  noise  impacts  along  project  access 
routes.  Because  some  of  the  existing  homes  along  the  Blanken  Avenue  access  route  likely  predate  the 
State's  noise  standards  and  there  are  no  practical  means  of  retrofitting  off-site  homes  or  installing  noise 
barriers,  the  EIR  found  this  impact  to  be  significant  and  unavoidable.  The  Modified  Project  would 
increase  vehicle  trips  by  83  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour.  Because  these  trips  would  be  distributed  along  the 
local  roadway  network  and  would  be  a nominal  addition,  traffic  noise  effects  along  Blanken  Avenue 
would  not  substantially  increase  beyond  the  already-identified  significant  level  disclosed  in  the  EIR.  The 
new  homes  developed  as  part  of  the  Modified  Project  would  be  subject  to  California  Title  24  noise 
standards  (California  Building  Code  Section  1207)  and  the  San  Francisco  noise  standards  (San  Francisco 
Building  Code  Section  1207)  that  require  noise  insulation  features  to  be  included  to  reduce  indoor  noise 
levels  to  45  dBA. 


Air  Quality 


The  2011  EIR  found  that  average  daily  construction  equipment  exhaust  emissions  could  exceed  the 
BAAQMD  2010  CEQA  thresholds  for  ozone  precursors  which  would  affect  regional  air  quality.  In 
addition,  construction  equipment  exhaust  emissions  could  expose  the  closest  sensitive  receptors  to 
significant  concentrations  of  toxic  air  contaminants,  including  diesel  particulate  matter  (DPM)  and  fine 
particulate  matter  (PMzs),  at  concentrations  exceeding  BAAQMD's  health  risk  thresholds.  Given  the 
preliminary  construction  details  available,  the  Executive  Park  Plan  project's  construction  emissions  were 
conservatively  assumed  for  phased  construction  activity  over  the  years  2011-2021,  and  assumed  that 
simultaneous  construction  of  the  Yerby  and  UPC  development  projects  could  occur.  Even  with 
implementation  of  all  feasible  mitigation  for  equipment  exhaust  emissions  as  required  by  Mitigation 
Measure  M-AQ-1  (Construction  Exhaust  Emissions),  project  construction  air  quality  impacts  were 
considered  significant  and  unavoidable. 


27  Ibid. 
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L«* *o>triKtion  activities  tor  the  Miulitied  I’n^ject  would  he  similar  to  those  estimated  for  the  Executive 
I’ark  Plan,  Ihe  total  square  tiHvta^e  ot  the  Modified  Project  would  be  slightly  less  and  consequently  the 
amount  and  duration  ot  construction  activ  ities  would  he  similar.  Because  UPC  has  not  yet  submitted  any 
entitlement  applications  it  appears  that  simultaneous  construction  of  the  Modified  Project  and  the  UPC 
development  would  not  occur,  reducing  the  construction-related  air  quality  impacts.  However,  the 
vvMistniction  emissions  of  PPM  and  PM: - could  still  he  exceeded  during  Modified  Project  construction. 
Mitigation  Measure  M-AQ-1  (Construction  Exhaust  Emissions)  is  required  for  the  project.  This  mitigation 
measure,  derived  from  the  2011  BAAQMD  Cl-'QA  Guidelines,  establishes  a performance  standard  for 
vonstruction  emissions  reductions  and  requires  the  project  sponsor  to  develop  a plan  demonstrating  that 
construction  ec]uipment  would  achieve  this  performance  standard.  The  San  Francisco  Planning 
IVpartment  has  clarified  how  the  performance  standard  can  be  achieved  to  facilitate  implementation  of 
the  measure.  Hie  revised  Mitigation  Measure  M-AQ-1  (Construction  Exhaust  Emissions)  provides  equal 
or  IxMter  mitigation  for  construction  exhaust  emissions  than  that  provided  in  the  2011  SEIR.  The  revised 
mitigation  language  is  presented  in  the  MMRP,  attached  as  Exhibit  D).  The  Modified  Project,  with  the 
revised  Mitigation  Measure  M-AQ-1,  would  not  increase  the  severity  of  these  air  quality  impacts,  result 
in  new  or  substantially  different  effects,  or  require  new  mitigation  measures  for  construction  air  quality 
effcvts. 


Ilie  2011  EIR  found  that  operational  emissions  due  to  vehicle  trips  and  project  area  sources  (such  as 
natural  gas  use,  consumer  products,  and  architectural  coatings)  would  result  in  an  increase  in  criteria 
pollutant  emissions  that  would  exceed  BAAQMD  thresholds  for  ozone  precursors  and  large  particulate 
matter  (PMid).  Ozone  precursors  include  reactive  organic  gases  (ROG)  and  nitrogen  oxides  (NOx).  Even 
with  incorporation  of  feasible  transportation  demand  measures,  impacts  of  project  emissions  on  regional 
air  quality  would  remain  significant  and  unavoidable.  Criteria  pollutant  emissions  of  the  Modified 
Project  were  estimated  based  on  the  relative  increase  in  vehicle  trips  and  residential  units,  and  decrease  in 
project  square  footage,  as  compared  with  the  2011  Executive  Park  Plan.  The  2011  Executive  Park  Plan  was 
anticipated  to  result  in  approximately  16,000  net  new  trips  per  weekday,  and  1,131  vehicle  trips  per 
weekday  peak  hour.“  The  Modified  Project  would  result  in  an  increase  of  83  vehicle  trips  per  weekday 
p.m.  peak  hour.”  As  noted  in  Section  2.0,  the  Modified  Project  would  result  in  an  increase  of  85  units  and 
a decrease  of  about  20,000  square  feet  in  building  area.  These  changes  would  result  an  increase  in  ROG 
emissions  of  1.3  percent,  and  increases  in  NOx  and  PM  between  6 and  6.5  percent.^  ROG  and  NOx 
interact  to  form  ground  level  ozone.  The  increases  in  ROG  and  NOx  would  increase  ground  level  ozone; 
this  impact  on  regional  air  quality  was  identified  as  significant  and  unavoidable  in  the  EIR.  Similarly,  PM 
emissions  were  identified  as  significant  and  unavoidable  in  the  EIR.  The  slight  increases  in  ROG,  NOx, 
and  PM  from  the  Modified  Project  would  not  substantially  alter  the  severity  of  the  Modified  Project's 
operational  air  quality  impacts,  result  in  new  or  substantially  different  effects,  or  require  new  or 
substeintially  more  stringent  mitigation  measures  for  air  quality  effects. 


^ Ibid. 

”Ibid. 

* San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Estimated  Daily  Emissions  for  the  Modified  Project , November  9,  2016 
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5.4  Mitigation  Measures 

Mitigation  measures  established  in  the  2011  EIR  for  the  Executive  Park  Plan  would  still  apply  to  the 
Modified  Project,  with  some  exceptions.  As  discussed  above,  two  of  the  mitigation  measures  are  no 
longer  necessary  to  reduce  impacts  to  a less-than-significant  level  because  regulations  have  been  enacted 
that  encompass  the  requirements  of  those  mitigation  measures.  A third  mitigation  measure  has  been 
modified  to  clarify  the  requirements  for  meeting  the  performance  standard  specified  by  the  measure.  A 
revised  MMRP  for  the  Executive  Park  Plan  describing  the  mitigation  measures,  implementing  and 
repKjrting  responsibilities  is  attached  as  Exhibit  D. 


6.0  CONCLUSION 


Based  on  the  foregoing,  it  is  concluded  that  the  analyses  conducted  and  the  conclusions  reached  in  the 
final  EIR  certified  on  May  5,  2011  remain  valid.  The  proposed  revisions  to  the  project  would  not  cause 
new  significant  impacts  not  identified  in  the  EIR,  and  no  new  nutigation  measures  would  be  necessary  to 
reduce  significant  impacts.  No  changes  have  occurred  with  respect  to  circumstances  surrounding  the 
proposed  project  that  would  cause  significant  environmental  impacts  to  which  the  project  would 
contribute  considerably,  and  no  new  information  has  become  available  that  shows  that  the  project  would 
cause  significant  environmental  impacts.  Therefore,  no  supplemental  environmental  review  is  required 
beyond  this  addendum. 


Date  of  Determination: 


1 do  hereby  certify  that  the  above  determination  has  been 
made  pursuant  to  State  and  Local  requirements. 


tij  16  ji!/ 


Lisa  M.  Gibson 

Acting  Environmental  Review  Officer 


cc:  Michael  Liu,  SingHaiyi  U.S.  Operations,  Inc  Bulletin  Board  / Master  Decision  File 

for  Ocean  Landing  LLC  Distribution  List 

Michael  J.  Burke,  SSL  Law  Firm  LLP 
Matthew  Snyder,  Citywide  Planning 
Ella  Samonsky,  Current  Planning 
Kenya  Wheeler,  SFMTA 
Oscar  Gee,  SFDPW 
Jonathan  Scharfman,  UPC 
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I xhibib 

I xhibit  A.  San  I rancisco  Planning  Oepartment,  Drnft  Suhi^cqiu'ul  Euinnmwcutnl  Impact  Report,  Executive 
r.trk  AmcnJt'ii  i^uhiircii  Plan  ami  Ihc  Ycrhi/  Company  a)ui  Universal  Paragon  Corporation  development  Projects, 
I a.'c  \’i»  Jlkh  (t4J2E.  (.Vtober  13,  2010.  I'igure  111-2:  Executive  Park  Subarea  Plan  Properties. 

I xhibit  B.  Ibid,  Eigure  111-5:  Proposed  Yerby  and  UPC  Development  Projects  - Combined  Site  Plan 

Exhibit  C.  tVean  I anding  l.l.C,  I'homas  Mellon  Waterfront  Residences  Overall  Site  Plan,  August  24, 
201^. 

Exhibit  D.  Revised  Mitigation  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Program,  Executive  Park  Amended  Subarea 
Plan  and  Phomas  Mellon  Waterfront  Residences  and  UPC  Development  Projects,  August  2016. 
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EXHIBIT  A.  EXECUTIVE  PARK  SUBAREA  PLAN  AREA  BOUNDARIES 
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IXUlBIl  B.  'thRB'V  ANOUPCDEVELOrMtN  I PROJECTS  SITE  PLAN 
IN  2011  EIR 


111.  17 


24 


Addendum  to  Environmental  Impact  Report 
November  15,  2016 


CASE  NO.  2015-009690F 
Executive  Park  Amended  Subarea  Plan 


EXHIBIT  C - PROPOSED  THOMAS  MELLON  WATERFRONT  RESIDENCES  SITE  PLAN 
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